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Accountability in higher education is a complex concept that
involves 'a wide variety of both external and internal interest
groups. This review lends clarity to the discussion by considering
explicitly the major uses of the term. Increasing demands to be
more: Accountable to external pressures are considered in depth,
and Thhjor difficulties in assessing integnal accountability are
analyzed. Probable trends for the 70’s are summarized at the end .
of the paper. - : - . . _ S
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Colleges and' universitics have been and will continue to be'

! under severe pressures for increased accountability to avariety of ..
" agencies and interests, including the general public, legislatures,
governors, govemmental agencies, the courts, governing boards, -

faculty, students, and other iriternal constituents: It is not clear
exactly what each wants from institutions of postsecondary educa-
tion or what reforms should or can be made to enhance account-

-

ability. In many cases thé desires-and proposals of various consti- -

tuenciés result in mutually incompatible demands and some
difficult choices-will have to be made. In other cases, there appear
to be viable options for increased accountability that may be con-

sistent with institutional functions, purposes, goals, and objectives.

This paper.is an overview of accountability in higher edu-
cation. Chapter 2 considers three major contekts for the term
accountability: managerial accountability; accountability versus
evaluation; and accountability. versus responsibility. Chapter 3 ex-
amines the increasing pressures to be more accountable to external
forces; i.e., executive agencies of federal and state government,
legislatures, the courts, statewide coordinating agcnc%cs, and the
public. Chapter 4 covers thie question of accountability within
institutions ‘themselves, Three major. difficulties * in assessing
internal accountability are presented: (1) the weaknesses, of
academic _authority result in increased pressures to codify “the
faculty-administrative relationship; (2) lack of clearly defined

goals and objectives are frequently matched with proposals to hold
institutions more accountable through: certain management tech-

niques and by increased’ emphasis on student learning; (3) organi-
zational complexity of colleges and universities often results in

. W




2/DIMENSIONS OF ACCOUNTABILITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION .

proposalg»' ‘fqr decentralized decisionmaking structures that are not
sufficiently ' aware of legitimate demands for accountability.
Chapter 5 considers some possible trends in accountability for'the

1970s. An extensive bibliography on the literatur
report. '

e concludes the
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What is meant by accountability? How is the term uséd asit
applies to probléms in higher education? Pleas for increased- ac-
countability in the expenditure of funds, for the effectiveness of .
education and f(’ir holding faculty members and students account-
able for their actions and behavior are commonplace. The multi- .
plicity of uses of ‘the term accountability has resulted in'a’situa-
tion in which ig’ is difficult to ascertain what reforms are necessary
to achieve it and what activities should be revised. = - : o

The confusion resylts from three different areas of concern - -
which will be classified as managerial accountability; accountabil-
ity versus évaluation; and accountability versus responsibility.
These three classificlhtions are not mutually exclusive, as will-be’
shown, but summarize a good deal 6f the content of the literature *
1. dealing with accoun%'z;ility in higher education.
Managerial Accountabslity [, L BV

Control is one of the functions of management in almost any
organization.* The mechanics of| organization control are rooted
in the basic elements of classic ciLrganiz,at_ion theory (Koontz and .
O’Donnell, 1959). - | . S

i h

The. contiql fdﬁct_ion includes,th?sc activities which are designed .
- to compel events to conform to plans. It is thus the measurement. -

B [ TR P

! N i .
. [

*Organizational control’is a far| more complicated subject than' indi- l
" cated here. See Tannenbaum (1968) for a more complete discussion. - .|
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B | - and. correction of activities of subordinates to assure the accom-

1 N plishment of plans....Compelling events to tonform to plans

’ teally means locating the persons responsible for negative devia-

tions from standards and making certain that the necessary steps

_are taken to ensure improved performance. Thus, the control of
things is achieved througlr the control of people (pp. 38-39).

. « The optimum control situation for organizational account-
ability is one in which réwards and sanctions are!distributed so
: ' " that those whose performance-deviates from the plan will be
' punished (Etzioni, 1964). Holding organizations and their actors

) . agerial control. . . - Lo
Yl T " According to Spiro, (1969) there are two basic schools of

. e administrators jn public administration: the legal view gnd the
el . constitutional view. ' - - ' o

[Legalists tend] to advocate accountability which is clearly de-

fined as to both its content and the means and routes by which it

_ can be enforced. The:logic of this position leads to advocacy of a
L : - o very clear chain of command and enforcement of accountability ™
o Lo | : .through two channels only: first, the courts and disciplinary con-

o trol of departments; and second, the authority exercised over

public servants by ministers who are accountable to a representa-
20 4 tive assembly (p. 83). ' : . . :

)

S ' relevant where there.is a unitary line of accountability to a single
' : ‘ " recognized authority such as a dictator, a ‘monarch, or a body
SR . politic which derives its authority through coercion, heredity or
IESE elected representatives. In this situation the jadministrator. is
S ~ clearly accountable, at least in theory, to one entity.

.. The constitutional view.of accountability gives wnder"l_a,tithde

" to adrninistrative -discretion as an.irtegral part of the organiza-

S TR rigid definition. of managerial accountability is neither possible nor
R desirable. Administrators need to exercise discretion in performing
EPURE LR , their duties-and -should be held accountable in terms of several
et e . mutually complementary standards. These standards emanate
R from a variety of sources including the people as organized .into

profession and the c/é‘,urts.
- / .

thought as to the best means of enforcing the “accountability of .

? . ¥ Thisis a raWier simplistic.view of accountability and is chiefly

tional environment, Adherents of this view tend ta argue that a.

pressure or interest groups, the legisiature, the chief executive, a

o emeseeTEeve R LY
; )

y accountable for performance is one of the prime purposes of man- .

-




The constitutional view recognizes that duly elected repre-
sentatives of the people are often in conflict over what is in the
public interest and that administrators clearly exercise a good deal
of discretion in interpreting the laws passed by a legislature, signed
by a chief -executive, and interpreted, when ~necessary, by the
courts. The administrator also is held accountable for the exercise
of this discretion by those intimately concerned with the issue
involved. Individual citizens.or organized interest groups attempt
to get administrators to exercise discretion in favor of the interests
they represent (Mortimer and McConnell, 1970). Finally, adminis-
trators wh9.are members of professions, e.g., accountants, lawyers,
or engineers, are held accountable for implementing the canons of
that profession. o " o

The debate over organizational accountability and control in
higher education refleets this ‘contrast between the legal and con-
stitutional views of accountability: Some of the advocates of col-
lective bargaining believe that legally binding contracts will result .
in imposing accountability. to ‘a rule of law (Shermari and Loeffer, .
_ 1971), “By the emergence of a rule of law in the university; we
' mean the evolution of a system of accountability and a concomi-

. tant pattern of standards that attempt to govern the behavior of
the institution and its agents (p. 187).” The emphasis is in limiting
the discretionary power of administrators and faculty performing
administrative functions to deviate from the terms of a legal con-,
tract. Although the scope of .the.contract varies among institu-

tions, such issues assalaries, qualifications for rank, tenure, and
other academic personnel policies, grievances,: selection of certain

‘administrators, and selected . decisionmaking procedures may be
involved. ‘ ‘

. Kingman Brewster, Jr., President oflYale (1971): He suggests presi--
- - dential accountability be achieved through a periodic and explicit
A ~renewal of his tenure. Rather than being held accountable for each

N B specific decision, thé president would be evaluated and held
accountable for his overall performance for a specified period of
time..This would allow hiin to exercise discretion and leadership in
interpreting and implementing the various goals of the ifistitution

and the demands of its many constituents. S

“In practice, both the legal and constitutional view of account-
ability are present in institutions of higher education. Neither view
should bg regarded as the ultimate answer. '

' \

O . ' . L

" WHAT IS ACCOUNTABILITY /5

".* 'Quite another’ view .of - accountability lS suggested by f

lard
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Accountabdtty versus Evaluatzon T

-

There is, admlttedly, a grear deal of overlap between the

~ concepts of ‘accountability and .evaluation as they are used in the

.. literature. Hamett (1971) says there ‘are some ba31c distinctions

. between evaluation and accountability.

-Evaluation i$ concerned pnmanly with educational effective-
ness, whereas accountahlllty is concerned with effectiveness.and
efftc:ency Effectiveness is the degree to which the orgamzatlon
succeeds in whatever it is trying fo do; eff1c1ency is an organiza-
tion’s capacity. to achieve results with a given expendlture of
resources. The accountablllty expert is mvolved’ in assessmg both

\ effectiveness and efficiency. | ’

Second; evaluation tends to be a process whxch is internal to
the organization with respect to the stimulus for-the evaluative
effort and who participates in it. The process of institutional self- .
study, for example, provides an opportunity for the’ orgamzatlon
to $s its own strengths and weaknesses and thereby to improve

operations and educational programs. Accountability, on the
other hand, carries with it the notion of external judgment.’
" Accountability’ has the connotation of vindictive rather than
. affirmative judgment about the institution’s activities, i.e., “the
public has to know héw.its money is being spent.”

Another distinction which Harnett makes between evaluation
"and accountability is the skills and orientations of those who
perform each process. Evaluators are often psychologists or educa-
tional researchers, whereas those ‘who assess accountability tend to
have backgrounds in business and finance. The latter group tend to
stress efficiency-oriented criteria, such as output models; whereas

cational researchers ofter stre'ss mputs, like adrmssxons criteria °
teachmg Those who are arguing. that the' accountability of

: mstztutzons is crucial tend to favor evaluating institutional out-

- puts,- e.g., student learning, degrees-awarded. The emphases are
‘diametrical, with ‘one likely :to evaluate teaching and the other
-likely to eyaluate student learning, while in the process attempting
to hold the institution accountable for what is learned rather than
‘what is taught. The latter emphasis is xllustrated by the following
statemerits of what accountability should mean to commumty ’
colleges (Roueche, Baker, and Brownell, 1971)

| Accountability. accenguates  results—it aims- squaxely at what
comes out of an educational system father than what goes into it.
It assumes that if no learning ta.kes Pplace, no teachmg has taken
place : :

I
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' WHAT IS ACCOUNTABILITY/7
Accountability rqq}tircs measurement: _ i,

... modern educational tcciiqiqucs enable us to achieve accept-
able- evidence of learning. The concept of accountability is based
on specifically defined ‘objectives, measurement techniques that
‘determine exactly what the teacher intends to accomplish, and
the instructional methods that guarantee most students will ob-
‘tain the objectives. (p. 7). .
.~ Accountability assumes and shifts responsibility—it assumes,
responsibility for the success or failure of individual schools and
- pupils and shifts primary leaming responsibility away from the
* _student to the school. | B .
Accountability permeates the college community:
Accountability implies that two-year colleges must be account-
.able externally to the community avd that colleges must be
accountable internally to the students who pass through their
doors. This state is achieved when students from the corumunity -
-enter the college, find a program that is compatible with their
goals, persist in college until the goal isreached and then become
productive mémbers of the community (p. 8). '

. ' »Accou'nt;:bility versus Responsibility

There is a.growing concern in higher education about the
distinction between accountability and responsibility. For ex-
ample, the American Association; of University- Professor’s State-

. . ment on Government of Colleges and Universities (1966) speaks of .
. _operating responsibility and-authority, delegating. responsibility,
' the faculty’s primary responsibility, of students who may desire to

- participate responsibly in the government of the institution and of

the special obligations of the president. Arp (1969} proposes that

"a university accept “the unequivocal responsibility for not pro- -

Ny " ducing or ‘communicating l;nowledg_é ‘without at th¢ same, time
.exploring and communicating the limits of completeness of that’
- knowledge and its probable consequences applied in current con- . -

T e e
: d " Neff (1969) proposes a useful distinction between the terms

‘accountability and responsibility. “I would propose that. ‘respon-
sibility’” be used to refer only to the volunt2ry assumption of an
o_bligation,'. while ‘accountability’ be used to refer to the legal
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o accountabi® throngh'certain management techniques and by increased S
.+ "+’ - emphasis on student learning; (3) organizational complexity of .Y
‘ colleges and .universities often results in proposals. for . Co T
" -decentralized degisionmaking structures that arg not sufficiently S
o ~aware of legitimate demands for accountability. Chapter 5 considers’
- gome possible trends.in accountability for the 1970s. An extensive
~ bibliography on the literature concludes the report.  (Author).
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- li;ability éésigned to the performance or nonperformance of certain

acts or duties” (p. 14).

.. . The.distinction between’ a legal or formal liébility and assum-

ing a voluntary obligation is crucial. Most  social systems can
enforce standards of accountability, while responsibility is often
not .enforceable because it-is closely allied with- individual- free-
dom. The organization must decide, either collectively or other-
. wise, for which behavior it will hold its citizens accountable—but
the individual has the freedom, in a democracy, to decide which
obligations he will assume. Responsibility “consists of two distinct
relations:-the act of responding to something and the assumption
of an obligation (p.16).” ~ .. -
While the essence of responsibility is individual judgment,”the

concept provides for collective judgment, or what Neff. terms’

academic. responsibility, which is 2 “common responsiveness with-
in a university to institutional and proféssional norms and values,
and "the collective voluntary assumption of -the ‘obligation of
furthering these norms and values .(pp. 18-19).”” Many colleges

and universities are adopting codes of professional ethics or state-

ments oftrights and responsibilities so as to ‘define the differences

between _ individual and, collective or academic . responsibility. -
Thére appear to be certain manifestations of academic responsi- -

_ bility for which individulhl_ faculty members can be held account-
able; for example, teaching loads, meeting their classes, holding .. -
office hours, and publiéation output. Presumably the institution is -

justified in asking an-iﬂdiviﬂual to leave if he does not meet some

of these standards. The current furor over administrative super-

vision of academic programs illustrates the kinds of activities for

' ‘Wwhich many-believe faculty can-legitimately be held accountable

~(Hitch, 19/70).. L S o .

Our e;l‘épcrie‘nces‘.have shown that it is necessary to provide _njore
specifically and:in detail for the prevention :and correction “of

) al_.)iugs in the c"ondu'c',t of courses. I think it is egscntial to state .

: sorqgjp;incipleq about rc;po\nnibility_ and authority."

Ty Tfilc_format.of ‘the. conduct of "abcm;rs'g. Mecthods for deter-
¢ mining and authorizing justifiable changes in format needto .
be made clearer and more specific. ... - N &

(a) Classes and examinations are to be held at the tunes an :
places officially scheduled by the department chairman

. and the Registrar. ...

-
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©  WHAT IS ACCOUNTABILITY/9
(b) .Each in_sirucior and - teaching assistant is responsible
for keeping his instructional appointments at the

assigned times and places. . .. . ..

2.  The subject matter of'a course and the use of time in class.
The instructor in a course is obligated to teach the course in
reasonable conformity with the subject and course descrip-

. tion....
The purpose of such guidelines is not to restrict the legitimate

freedom of the faculty member to teach his courses according to
his best judgment but to establish common understanding of
‘reasonable limits on what is and what-is not professionally ethical
and to provide checks against illegitimate practices (pp- 8-9). _ -

‘ The preccdiﬁg is an example of an attempt to s;iécifylf-t;)e-

Havior for which faculty members can be held accountable. Should

such a‘statement be adopted it would constitute’ an example of
academic responsibility and be used as a guide to control exces-
sively deviant behavior. N\ ‘ - '
The term accountability hasat least three major applications
‘to higher education. First, in the n} agement of higher education

there is thie view that accountability ¢ defined in legal terms. In.
practice administrators are accountable to a variety -of nonlegal .
‘but equally demanding interests and coristituents. Second, evalua-

tion is part of accountability but the latter, term is more encom-
_passing. Third, while. responsibility- and accountability are often
used interchangeably, Neff urges a distinction between voluntarily

assuming an obligation and the legal liability attached to the per- -

formance of certain acti. Some of the more common external and
internal -pressures for increased: accountability will now be dis-
« cussed and will reveal some: of the applications of these -three

‘concepts of accountability to higher education. ™'

g S
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Societal Accountabglity o L g

A ,

‘Colleges and univefsitics are social institutions and are in-,"
creasingly of a public character. As_suchithey are accountahle to -
the general public interest. The inc.rca"sing‘;publig:natu}‘e\'of higher -
education is reflected in the fact that three of ‘every four'students - .
enrolled in a college or university in 1970 were resident in public
institutions, whereas in 1950 the proportion was_approximately

equal (Carnegic Commission on Higher Education, Octobe: 1971,
p. 17). Private jnstitutions: also perform public functions™and
receive support from . public sources through. their tax exempt
status, federal and state ‘grants, and. public scholarships for their
studeats. Although demands. for public accountability may be
. more acute for institutions of obvious public character, private. .
institutions are not immune to these dgmands. . . - Do
- “A’related point about the public- nature of higher ¢ducatie
the apparently growing attitude that postsecondary education, li
that at the elementary and secofdary levels, is:a right, not a privi-
_ I¢ge. Historically - higher- education has ‘been availalfle to. a: well-
“streened minority, whereas current rhetoric is that access to post- .
secongary_ education should be provided. to:all who can benefit. -
 from it. In short, it is becoming politically unfeasible to deny post-.
seconddry education - to anyone who. desires:it.. The.community
1 college movement has the “open door” as one of its major tenets
" 2nd some previously more selective inatitutions are adopting open
admistions and/or. equal-access policies for all high school gradu- _ -
- ates:- Soge: private” institutions have: had:tb-alter.sheir programs
‘and emphases to maintaintheir vitality. in'the: face: of the greater -
. availability. of public highereducation (Baldridge,1971). -~
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ngher education is. accountable in the broadest sense to the

soélcty of which it is a part. Colléges and universities, like other

social institutions, perform useful social functions. Peterson.
41970) states that the term functions of hlgher education refers to .
activities_that are functionally related to other social institutions.

The functions of higher education have evolved over time and

. finclude but are not limited to socialization of the young, trans-
/"

/

/ mission of a cultural heritage; provision of trained manpower for
 the corporate estabhshmcnt, certification for entry into the pro-
fessions, provision of a means for social mobility, and provision of
a sanctuary for scholars and artists.

Accountability to the public for the proper performance of
these functions is exercised in a variety of ways. In recent years
some_elemgnts of society have come to believe that higher educa-
tion ha'sn‘ﬁ been accessible to a significant portion of disadyan-
taged and minority youths. Increased public concern with an
attention to ‘the. problcms of the disadvantaged has resulted in
more experimentation-with' open’ admissions, remedial education
for those unprepared ‘for éollcgc work, special programs and

. admissions _quotas for’ minorities, and in some cases increased

support for institutions with open-door policies. :

In pcrfonmng the function of certifying entrarits into pro-
fessions, institutions-of higher education are held -accountable by
. those agencies that accredit profcssnonal programs. There are over
40 such agencies and one' institution ‘may be subjectcd to the

standards of as many as 20 of them. These. agencies consist of
practicing’ professionals: and university professors who teach pro- -
_fessionals. They may' démand that institutions ?‘nform to par-’

" ticular ' organizational arrangemcnts and- standar of education,
mcludmg student-faculty ratlos, hbrary resources, a.nd the quahty
of the faculty. .

“Most.of the controls socncty ‘exercises over- professnonal
education, such as accreditation, hccnsurc,anctrccrtlﬁcatlon, are in
very general terms.. Socnety\grants consi erablc autonomy to pro-
- fessions:-to con ol the training of - entrants- ‘to “the  profession.
Andcrson and E
- cal factors which determine whethet or not the pubhc will mvade

the authonty ofa profession- and seek to exercnsé control over it.
These factors are the- ‘quality;’ quantity and cost of service: Should

there be deficiencies in any of these; socnetywnlldcmand some correc-
tive dctlon and “not the lcast sngmfimnt of thc ways in whxch it wﬂl

11'(1962) hypotheslzc that ther¢ are three criti-

~c
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work its will is through the education of those whom it expects to c
U serve society professionally (p. 253).” e . o : '
o _ Examples of this working of the’ societal “will include the - :
, ' shortage of general medical practitioners, which results in more o
S emphasis on general or community ‘medicine in some medical 1 W
schools; the increase in undergraduate programs of social work to 3 o

fill the need for social workers; and.an increase in degrée programs

. S ‘ in municipal and community problems to deal with the urban

S . problems. . R ‘ .'

' ‘ e : - There are a number of specific instances in which sbcial'and -
community forces have pressured institutions to be more respon-
sive to community interests; i.e., institutions are being held

- " accountable by the communities in ‘which they reside for the.
decisions and policies which are relevant to various community
interests. Columbia’s decision to build a gymnasium in Morning-

“side Park symbolized, to many residents’ of the community, the
v shortcomings of that institution’s attitude toward blacks in that
ST - ' community (Cox:Commission, 1968). Other institutions have

e ST experienced stoppages in the construction of campus buildings -

S because of the discriminztory policies against: blacks :n the con- L

S o ‘ . struction unions. The 1969 “people’s park’™ incident at Berkeley AT

S was, at least -partially, a result of the- University’s desire to make e

use of its property in the face of determined efforts by student - s
and nonstudent members of the Berkeley. community. to retain
that property for their own use (Wolin and Schaar, 1970). -

In these ways higher education is accountable to society for e

the performance of certain social functions and for responding to B R
the changing expectations of various elements. of society. Institu- S
tions of higher education will continue ta be held accountable for -
serving and heiping to relieve® the pressure of the rising expecta-

- ‘tions of ‘the society in which it functions. The pressures for -

.- accountability, however, usually are -mediated through agents of -
' the public, such .as govemors, legislatures, and the courts. /’l(hc'

' pressure of accountability may come from all agencies of govern-

ment simultaneously.These intgrrelationships become clearer when *.

e

A |

‘. Accountability and the Exect)tiveBranch-'éf Go‘z)emhiént-‘ S
The executive branch of government includes chief executive
officers .(presidents. and governors) and a mvriad of executive .
‘ ’ v .l ’ . g ’

(-
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' ag;:ncics, including budget bureaus, departments of finance, educa-

tion departments, civil service commissions, planning offices, and
other administrative bureaus, departments, and ‘agencies. It is not
always clear in a given case whether such agencies are performing

exccutive, legislative, or judicial functions. In practice, one agency
may_set poli€y in areas wider its jurisdiction, determine and
administer'the guidelines for implementing these policies, and hear
appeals from those who are affected by these policies and pro-

- cedures. The demands for accountability that these agencies exert - .

are substantial and varied, ranging from direct attempts to control
influence the direction of institutional policy.

Glenny (1971) details the nature of formal accountability to
federal bureaucracies. - o . .

--institutional ' and individual behaviotr to more subtle attempts to

. 'Each federal grant and- contract carries with it controlling rules
and conditions. Moreover each allows other federal laws to be
applied to the recipient institution. These laws, usually applicable
to business and industry engaged in interstate .commerce, and
initially enacted for this purpose, are the anti-segregation-and

* . anti-discrimination provisions, including race and sex, and the
\requirements of the Fair Labor Standards Act and- related legis-
'lation on wages, hours, and working conditions. These legal con- .

* strictions apply to the operation of the whole’ .institution, - .

-however  small the grant. received, ‘and also to the private
companies which construct campus buildings and provide major

“services (p. 11),

3 : ’ -

: The iimtitutiqnal'n:cipicnt of federal funds is held account-
able to these and c*her rules and conditions as it seeks to accom-

plish the: task for which funds were granted. The Chronicle of .
Higher Education reported recently ‘that Columbia University has
been wamed by the U.S, Department: of Heath, Education and
Welfare (HEW). that it will lose its eligibility for federal contracts
opportuhity \(Semas, 1971). HEW’s Office of Civil Rights invest-
gated the employment practices of 18() institutions of ‘which 70
had filed af tive action plans, while.the rest were still being

viding equal employment

studied. - To. analyze an :institution’s ‘commitment to increased

‘minority hiring, the Office of Civil Rights developed the following

guidelines for, information to be included in affirmative action
plans filed by the institutions: - .., . . : . '
. 1. -Information on job classifications. .

I
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2.  An-analysis of }ninority'—group represchtation in various
job categories and a comparison of\the salaries of
minority and nonmir.ority workers. |\ . |
An analysis of hiring pragtices in the.past year -
An analysis of. the univérsi.y’s methods of recruitment .
. _or an-indication that the university has\reviewed its
methods of screening applicants, evaluating their skills,
~ and rating their qualifications ; . )
-5, “An analysis of upgrading, transfer, and promotions:”
/ In other instdnces federal agencies have forced southem insti-

el

tutions to admit black students, assumed jurisdiction (for col-

lective bargaining purposes) over private institutions with gross
revenues of .over $1:million, and forced some institutions to adopt
program planning .and budgeting and other management tech-
niques for the control of contract funds. o '
" At the statéflevel there appears to be an increasing trend-—
as state pOhth&lléPdCl‘S fail to see their goals of accountability and
control achieyedEthrotigh coordinating and governing boards—to
turn to. the goerfiprs-buiiget officer or the legislative analyst to
enhance standards_nffaccountability. Many states have had line-
item "budget control over state-owned institutions for years
(McConnell,” 1966). In .referring to the state; collegé ‘system in
California, Alden Dunham (1969) says: ;"" \.\ S .

An inordinate and crippling sct of bureaucratic controlsbesets the.
state colleges—preauditing and postauditing of a 27,000 line item
bud_getgndf silly out of state travel regulations, for example. | .
Apparently, many of these petty controls originated with the state

get office or have now been transferred to the Chancellor’s
office where; according to many faculty and administrators, they
still continue (p: 55). _ e

There are 6t‘hc_f'e,xecutivc’ agencies of the state gOvcmmcrit
which exert significant control cver institutions of higher edu-
cation. In many- state-related institutions academic -and .non-

. -academic employess are members of state civil service: systems.
" In some states, the state building commission or Department of

Public Works® may design, build, and accept for the .staté‘\- all
academic ' and, in _some cases, nonacademic buildings.-. Central
purchasing agencies may also' determine the type. and- kind}of

* equipment that may be purchased for some state institutions.\In

|
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' the incident -of state planmng officers.is reccnt they do have some

potential for i mcrcasmg accountablhty from instiiutions of higher.

education: These ‘agencies are closély 'tied to the governor’s office

and are formed to prowdc research and analyses, encourage
‘improved planning, and improve the coordination of the total pro-
gram of state: govcmmcnt. Glcnny (1971) predicts that higher edu- °

cation hardly will escape/intrusion by this office as it. becomes

‘geared to the use of statewide comprehensive information systems
~ and to complemcntmg thc operatlons of the statc budgct office.

I}

Accountabd:ty to State Le@{Ia__ res

Cne of thc more wsnblc ways in Wthh mstltutlons, cspccna,llyf..'
cglslaturc is through :

public- collcgcs, are held accountablq :to the:
the appropnatlons process.. The pohtlcal process of appropiiating
funds: in the state leglslaturc results in 2 number of significant

for. the past 2 years. The legislature also failed to appropriate the
budget request for the University- of California’s Academic Senate.

In Pennsylvania a group of black legislators. threatened to block -
Th;r{’cnnsylvama State Umvcrsnty s appropriation if- it did not
sl

upgrade the quality of its Educational Opportunity Program. ‘The
legislatures -in New York ,and’ Ohio dclctcd funds for sabbatlcal
lcavcs from institutional appropnahons. N

:State’ lcglslatures tend to’ Support mcreascd_ proccdural con-

uOls like program planning- and budgeting:and cost: férmulas as a

‘means to enhance accountability. Increasmgly, higher ‘education

-/ has had to compete for resources with other programs. being con-

. sidered by the-legislature. Eulau and Quinley (1970) report.an
increasing-attitude on the part of legislators to regard higher edu-

catiorf’ as only one area of state ‘actiyity that requires. attention
(p.97).:It-is believed these proccdural trols will-make:higher

: cducapo’n cxpendlturcs casncr to' compare, wnth requcsts from'

~ other areas. - - SRR

. Higher: educatlon also is hcld accountable at thc state lcvcl,-
through:the drafting.and 1mplcmcntatxon of a master plan: Berdah! -
(1971)-points\out that as: of late 1969, 27:states had. formulated-
either. a master. plan ora’ comprehensnvc study -and‘reports equiv-
.alent to’it. Plans wére being developed:in'six states and fivé other -

states were intending to- develop plans. Although thc dctalls of a

\In California, the .-
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master-plan vary from state to state, these plans can and often do

sét the mission of various segments of public higher education in

the state. They can limit institutions to undergraduate: edtcation
and reserve graduate education for a special class of institution, or
they can designate the function of soine institutions as specifically

teacher education and limit others to offering only the first 2

years of instruction. In cases where master plans exist, institutions
are accountable to the broad purposes outlined in the plan.”,

In some states-regulations governing.the state-owned insti- .
‘tutions ‘are a part of the public school code. This code establishes.

.the procedures for some of the bureaucratic-controls on-state

colleges and, in some cases, for. the formal qualifications of the ..
faculty at the various academic. ranks. Legislative action woglcl.. be

s

‘O’Neil (February 1971) supports ,thg";riew'that many state
. legislatures are showing increased interest . in fixing faculty

‘necessary to change public school codes.

teaching loads. Miller (1971) describes the attempts by Michigan’s.

legislature, to decide how many hours professors must spend in the
. classroom, although the courts subsequently ruled that some-of
.thése constraints are violations of the constitutional autonomty of

< the University of Michigan, Michigan State and Wayne State
“Uniyersities. The New York, Florida and Washington legislatures -
have passed.similar legislation, while such legislation was narrowly ~

. defeated in Illinois and Arizona, -

\ P

. The ‘Carnegie, Commission- on lﬁgﬁgr Educétiém (June 1-971, '
p.'165) reports that 29 of the 50:states enac d legislation in -
. . 1960-70 - regarding * campus . unrest, the  control “of firearms,

: *antidisturbance ‘regulations* and other legislation or penalties for

- campus unrest, including criminal offenses and the curtailment of

student financial aid. --.

-

_In-the summer of 1969 the New York legislature enacted the
- Henderson Law. The law requires that all colleges and universities_ -
. ' chartered by the Regents file student conduct regulations and"
disciplinary procedures. Failure to comply renders the institution
ineligible. for 'state-aid, a’significant sanctiod for both public and.
private institutions in view of New York State’s system of aid to

v
~

private higher-education. . -

. As we have ‘scen, legislatures can’ exext";:t.a.nii'd_cra !
~-and informal accountability pressures on higher education through

the appropriations process, including uniform procedures for pre-
senting budget requests, state master plans, public school codes, -

° v

-
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“faculty work load legislation, and legislation dcsignétl to control -
", dissent and disruption on the campus. The courts and other law

enforcemeiit agencies also exert sngmflcant pressure for account-

el
N

Accquntability-to the Courts and Law Enfqrcemént.Agerict’és

McConncll (June 1971) summarizes the mcrcasmg account-

ability of institutions to external agcncxcs like the courts and the .
'pohcc in the followmg manner: . . . U

* . Judicial decisions and the presence of the community police,
highway patrol, and the National Guard symbolized the fact that

* _ colleges and universities have increasingly lost the:privilege of
self-regulation to the external authority of -the pohcc and the
courts. ... Itis apparent that colleges and’ universities have ®
" become mcrcanngly accountable tu the judicial systems of the
community, the . state, and the natxonab govcmmcnt (pp

452-453).

It is fzurly clear that collcgcs and universities -are losmg their
pnvﬂcgcd positions ‘as sanctuaries from the rulings of the courts
(Brubacher, 1971)." Over-the years the courts have required insti-
tutions to -observe fairness and ‘due process in dismissing faculty
and 'students, but. usually have heéld that colleges and universities

" have the Tight. to establish regulations necessary for the orderly

conduct -of academic affairs: The American' Bar Association Com-
mission on Campus Government and-Student: Dissent (1970) says
there are persuasive reasons ‘why the interests of the public and the
university can'best be scrvcd by entrustmg the: pnmary responsi-
'bility* for. the: maintenance- “of order-to the uniyersities when they
are willing and able to pcrform the functlon At the same:time; the
commission' recognizes: that there are ‘citcumstances in which the
* intervention of civil. authorities may be:required. Intervention’ ‘by.. .
such pub'hc ‘authprities ‘may - take' several forms, ingluding - the’
‘issuance of ‘an inj nctlon, sclcctcd arrcsts, ‘the introduction of. sub:’
stantial numbcrs f pollcc on: thc campus, and cml smts for
damagcs. B P T A S

~Robert. O'Nc (Fcbruary 1971) has summanzcd some- rcccpt
court decisions an their - bcarmgs on’ problcms of -institutional
autonomy’.and’ ac ountablhty “Inseveral cases. following ' the
dlsruptlons of sp g 1970 over. thc Cambodlan Invasnon, thc

s “
o

-
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courts required umversntles to reverse decisions made via the

normal academic process . In New York the Court of Appeals

/ruled that students who w: nted to take the state bar examination

must corplete all their courses by regular written tests. This ruling

forced’ the New York Umversnty Law School to reopen so that

students could take the examinations qualifying them for the dtate

- bar examination. At Queens College the court forced that ‘insti-

- tution to offer special instruction to plaintiffs in the courses that

»  did not meet regularly during the Cambodian Invasion.

At Kent State, in the aftermath of the shootings, the campus

was closed mdefimtely by the Court of Common Pleas. It not only

" closed the institution but delegated to the Ohio National Guard

“.  control over access to the campus. In referring to the Kent State

_case and the case of the University of Miami, which had volun- -

tarily closed for a short time after the Kent State shootmgs, O’Neil
makes the followmg comment: .

In neither case was the administration even consulted, much less

the faculty. The problem is not so much that these decrees were

wrong on the merits; one would have to know more about the
* facts and the circumstances to make that sort of judgment. The

fault is thas they constituted complete and summary displace-
. ment of campus dccision‘ making by external agencies (p. 34);

It_is not possible to dlscuss m detall here all the relevant cases
currently in the courts, equaally with the flood of litigation since
'the Cambodian Invasion and the subsequent Kent State incident.
Theré are, however, some general pomts that can be made. First,
institutions themselves are beginning to use the courts to protect
_.their autonomy agamst external agents.. The University of
Callfomla at Berkeley is suing the National Gollegiate Athletic
_ Association over its ‘standards .of ehglblllty Parsons College and
N Marjorie Webster jumor College have sued unsuccessfully regional -
- accrediting associations . (Koerner, 1970a and b). Second,; many
administrators are unaware of the price they haye begun to pay in-
institutional autonomy when they resort to jlldlClal authority for '
control over internal campus conflicts (O'Neil, 1971a). Once such
- authority"is surrendered, it will be difficult to reassume. Third, the
already blurred dlstmctlon between. public - and private. colleges -
- may virtually dissolve. This is especially true-in the area of student .”
nghts (Fischer, 1971). Fourth ‘as.students and. faculty meef with
success in the courts, they are llkely to use this avenue of appea]
more often. Many student assocnatlons already have hu'ed their

" /22 BN
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own -attorneys. Flfth astthe courts get more accustomed to
handlinig -higher education™ cases they may be more inclined
to enter. previously unregulated -areas. The. question of procc-
dures for dismissal of nontcnur:{I faculty is one such area.
*.Sixth, the mere threat of legal action may modify mstltutlonal
practices and policies. ‘One. such case occurred at the University
~of Wisconsin where department meetings were opened to the
public. ‘Seventh, a judicial ruhng often has wide -application to
other cases in t.hc state or, in the case of federal courts, the
nation. Once prcccdcnt is set it tends to modlfy subscquent
behavior. (

Higher educatlon is caught in a dllcmma when attcmptmg to .

thwart increased intervention by the courts. Internal. safeguards
‘have’ fared"badly in times of crisis due. to insufficient campus

police forces, unavallablhty of disciplinary sanctions between the .

drastic penalty of .suspension or expulsion and a mere slap or the
wrist, imprecisé or poorly publicized rules of conduct, and lack of
- commitment to preservation of order by important clcmcnts of
- ‘the university community. Student courts and other institutional
. judicial bodies have been unable to compel accuscr, w1tness, or
- accused to appear (O'Neil, 1971b). .

The feeling persists among educators that an alternative both

to' the courts and to external intervention mustbe developed. The -

process of displacement..of_ internal decisionmaking has already .

bcgun, however, and the time is approachmg rapidly “when an -

" institution of higher education - will find it difficult to app\ry~
standards of internal behavior different frbm*those for which the
. courts will hold it accountable.

\\l;iessures for increased accountablhty from the exccutnvc,“
legis

ve and judicial branches of - government are increasing and
are .not well understood by institutions of higher education. State:
wide govcmmg and coordmatmg boards, which are discussed in
.- the next seciion, constitute another major source of the demands
from external agcnmes for more a.ccountablhty

'Accountab'ility and Statewide Coordinatibn T

. t.

Most statcs havc c1thcr a statewide - govcrmng board ora .

coordmatmg agency. of some sort. As of 1969, gnly two.  states,

Delaware : ‘and. Vcrmont, had no ‘state agency for coordinating-

purposcs.~ ‘Two other states, Indiana and Nebraska, were

fm_: |

-
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coordinated through voluntary mechanisms. Nineteen states had a
single governing board with regulatory powers, and twenty-seven
states had some form of coordinating board with various combi-

" nations of advisory and|regulatory powers. Berdahl (1971) divides

the twenty-seven states with coordinating boards into three sepa-

. rate classifications. One classification is ‘comprised of those boards

with a majority of their representativés from institutions of higher

“education and which have esseptially advisory powers. The second

classification is those boards L“f)mpriscd of a majority, and in some
cases entirely, of. public \pemb_crs, and which have essentially

advisory powers: - The third. classification - includes those boards

[N

comprised of a majority or €atirely of public members and that
have regulatory powers in certain areas but still do not have

- governing responsibility for-all the institutions under its juris-

diction (pp. 18-21): e

“This classification illustrates one of the central issues in the
statewide coordination of higher education, that is, who should be
represented on the board and whether it should have regulatory or
advisory powers. According to Paltridge (1968):

The primary need that coordinating mechanisms must fill today is
for an intelligent and fruitful dialogue between educational insti-
tutions and their external supportive world—the public who are
both clientele and sponsor and that public’s instrumentalities of
government, the state legislatures and the state executive. 4
The function of the coordinating agency is to effect this meeting
in an atmosphere of mitual understanding of needs and nroblems
and with mutual tolerance for varying professional pr.rspectives
(1968, p. 2). ' o ' o

Fifteen of "the twenty-seven cOorﬂinating.boards ‘had

“membership from both the public and the institutional elements

of higher education’in the states.. The other-twelve coordinating

‘board members were entirely from the public sector. Eighteen' of
_the nineteen consolidated governing boards had - membership

drawn ¢ntirely from the ‘public sector while the other board had a
public majority (Berdahl, 1971,p. 22); C L

- Glenny- and his colleagues (1971) point out that three states
unexpectedly have reversed this long trend toward coordinating
boards by creating single, statewide ‘governing boards. Several
other states are considering similar moves. In this same study it is -

noted that “student and faculty unrest and the increasing financial

demands ‘of colleges and universities led to the ‘concomitant
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demand by the public, governors, an lcglslatures for greater and
more certain - accountability (p 38).”\ The search for simplistic
solutions to complex problems is le mg to the resurgence of the
idea that a single, all-powerful governing board-could be charged
with full rcsponsrblhty for all that happens'|n ‘the collcgcs and
universities—a law-and-order view of the world.

~ These scholars argue that the coordinating board has one
great paramount advantage over statewide governing boards for
public systems. It can act as an umbrclla under which a variety of
“other institutions, agencies, commissions, and councils can be
placed for purposes of coordination.. For cxample private colleges,
which are demanding and getting more attention from states, can
be coordinated under the coordmatmg board structure and can be
made an integral part of ‘the state’s’ concern for the béneficent
developmcnt of hrgher .education. The rapidly acteleratmg enroll-
ment and the newly 1mportant role ‘of the proprietary vocational
and_technical schools within a state’s master plan also can be

and catcgoncal programs require that a state administrative. com-
mission be representative of all 'segments of postsecondary edu-

board structure. - Coordinating boards. can “also- ‘incorporate the
state’s own scholarshlp and loan commission, building authority,
merit system . comrmssnon, and’ other agericies-that deal primarily
with -postsecondary institutions. .The ~coordinating ‘structure,
according to t?csc scholars, can'better meét the demands that new
constituencies/ such -as business. and industrial concems, citizens
groups, and: public service agencies are placing on te institutions
within the state. And finally, a coordmatmg structure would be
more flexible in’ dealing’ with the impact of new technologies on
“education and . theirpotential for extending education into off-
campus lcarnmg and cultural centers (pp. 5-7).

structurc would argue-. that its regulatory powers put it in the
_position , to exercise firmer standards - of accoyntability and
efficrency from - the institutions within the state, Again .quoting
Glenny et al: “The danger of creating a board ‘with insufficient
power is. that the pubhc interest will not bc adcquatcly protcctcd
in creating a board ‘with too . much powcr, that the necessary
' autonomy and mrtlatlvc of the mstltutlons wdl be thrcatcncd

(p-8)”

encompassed by a coordmatmg board. Federal planning and grants

cation and’ this requiremernt is satisfied through a coordinating .

. On the other hand, those 'who favor the govemmg board-

o
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Institutional autonomy then is another of the major concerns

which professional educators have about statewide, coordination.

It is difficult: to specnfy the. proper scope of activities in which

coordinating agencies should engage and what activities and func-
tions should be retairied by institutions within a coordinated sys-

tem. This difficulty is compounded by the’ tendency to confuse
distinctions between institutional - autonomy and intellectual
freedom. According to the Committee on Government and Higher
Education, “protecting the authorlty of boards of lay trustees

from interference by the state is every bit as vital to the freedom
. of the university as is the preservation of freedom for teachmg and -
rescarch (quoted in Berdahl, 1971, p. 8).” .

‘Academic freedom may be‘ an absolute but autonomy is a

relative concept. According“to Berdahl (1971), who quotes lib- .
erally from Sn' Eric Ashby - :

¢ acadermc freedom as a concept is universal and: absolute

whereas autonomy is of necessity parochial and relative, with the

specific powers of governments and universitics’ varying not only

from place to place but also from time to’ time. This qualification

in no way detracts from the importance of autonomy as an

essential aspect of univénsity life; it merely emphasizes the
. urgency of keepmg m',defimtlon relevant to changmg condltxons

(p-9).7 -
The Camegle Commnssxon on ngher Educatlon (Apnl 1971)

7

Under ‘no cu'cumstancel can mstntutnonal mdependence be on-
sidered absolute. Not even its strongest advocate can serigusly’

question: the- legmmacy ‘of requiring ‘some degree of public - o

_'accountablhty from educatlonal mstmmom recemng ‘public -
support, . .
‘The techmques lllCd to achlevc pubhc accountabnhty of educa-'

: tnona.lfp institutioris . must be, balanced against the neced of
eduéatnonal institutions - for - that ' degree of institutional
mdependence wh’ich is euentxal for their contmued vntahty'

(. go4). - - RO

'_\.'.)\ , \

The real issue. ‘with respect to n‘ktxtutlonal autonomy and '
' .accountabxhty is not ‘whether there ‘will. be intervention by-the

state_but: whether the inevitable demands - for mcreased account-

- .abnhty will be confined;to the propel\tﬁplc and: expressed through
" a mechamsm spnsltlve to both public

d institutional interests. A
proper- balance is dlfflcult to’ defme and it w1[l change over tlme
£ L . C ' ) '

t
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- able to, society for the functions: they

_over forms. of dimss .
forces. will be act mpamcd by - pressure ‘for ‘increased account-

-
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“The Carnegie Commission (Ap—ml_ 1971) believes state

“influence “or-control over institutions the state largcly supports is

appropuaxe in the following 11 basic areas: .-

1. Numbers of places available in state institutions and in

specific programs where there are clear manpower needs
-Numberiand location of new campuses
Minimum and maximum size of institutions by type
General admissions policy

o oo

struction budgets -

~ General level of salaries
. Accounting prmcnplcs
.General functions of mstltutlons

. Major new endeavors

. Effeétive use of resources -

. Continued effective operation of the mstltutlons within
‘the. general law.’

The ‘Commission offers sevéral suggestnons for lmplcmentmg
these areas. The report emphasizes that institutions must be
assured the. basic elements of academic freedom. These include
appdintment and promotion ‘of faculty members and of adminis-
trators; ' determination of courses. of instruction and -course
content; sclcctlon of mdlwdual studcnts, awardmg of individual

a

fod ot .
O OO

freedom' of mqmry, spcéch asscmbly, and other constitutional
f_rccdoms.

It is clcai that' collegcs and umvcrsmes are. “held accountable '

to a vanety of external interests and agencies: they are account-
form; they are account-
able to the executivé, legislative and judicial branches. of govem-
ment for cffncncncy in.thejr operations, for controlling’ excessively
devxant faculty and student behavior, and for essential fairness and
due ‘process in, thcir mtcmal fdcc;s '
sures from these sources
1970's.. The. spci(;:'?dlrectlon the court§ will take is yet. unclcar,

but executive ageriCies, legislatures, and statewide . -agencies surely

General level of mstltutlonal budgets, mcludmg con-

Y

degrees; selection and . conduct of individual research projects, and |
- freedom to pubhsh and otherwise disseminate research results; and

akmg proccssés. The’ pres-
ely to_increase substantlally in the’

will be demand ng more fiscal: accountablhty and greater control -

t.and disruption. The pressure frem external

ability from agents within msm\txons. Some. of these pressures
will be consistent with and others will be in opposmon to external
dcmands, as rcported in Chaptcr 4. :
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It is difficult to know deflnltlvely who should be makmg
internal policy decisions in colleges and universities; consequently,
it is difficult to’ ascertain who is or should be accountable/ to’
whom for what. Legally, but within the parametersset by extemal
forces, the board of trustees has ultimate authonty to control
institutional decisions: In practice, this. authority is. delegated to

" administrators, faculty, and students. The extent to which they

are or can be held accountable for the use of delegated authori ty is
the point at issue. There are those who feel that’ faculty. a‘e the
institution and, as such, control’ ought to be vested in them ;'ather
thanina board representing nonacademic, lay interests. = |
While there are many reasons for. the -difficulty in assessing
who controls what or who is accountable’ for ‘what, three ;actors
seem of primary 1mportance. ‘the peculiar nature of authority in
cOlleges and universities; lack of clearly defined ‘goals a.ndlobjec-' .
tives; orgamzatlonal complex1ty, which’ includes in¢reased: .
demands - for involvement in; dec1s1onmak1ng The dlscusdlon of -
these three factors will 1llustrate various approaches to lnci'easmg ’
or decreasing accountabllltylthat are apparent m the hterature on: -
academlc dec1s10nmak1ng IR

¢ V !

The Nature of Authonty ' - | e ]
, , ‘

consnderable dlsagreement ‘about the: proper use of terms such as
power, authority, and’ influence’ (Dahl, 1963; Platt and P
1970 Presthus, 1962 Etznom,, 1964 and Blau and Scott \ 62)

A review of the hterature on authonty in orgamzatlons{eveals

rsons,

o
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j There is, however a degrcc of consensus about the bases on. Wthh
authority, power, and influence rest—in other words, the -ways in
which an orgamzatlon gams lcgmmacy in-its authonty rclatlon-
ships. ,
' Peabody (1962) summarizes much of this literature by
_classifying authority into two types: formal and functional. The
bases of formal authority are rooted in lcgmmacv , organizational "
position, and the sanctions inherent in office. An organization and-
. the position or offices in it gain legitimacy (e.g:, the acknowledged
 right-to-rule) through their legality, which presumably results from
gcncral social approval, and by a general deference to authority of
‘position  or office accorded to traditional practices. On the
other hand, functional -authority is based on such relatively
informal sources as professional competence, experience, .and
“human:relations ‘skills. Formal authority may be supported by-
~“functional authority where, for example, a department chairman.
- also is rc(.ogmzcd as an cxpert in his field. It is often the case,
especially in colleges and universities, that formal and functional
authority conflict with each other; i.e., wheére the collcgc dean,
whose field is English, is not compétent to control the essential
activities of faculty members in other.fields. '
“The distinction between the formal and functional roots of

" authority is useful, for it summarizes much of the concern about -

professional and admlmstratlvc authority in. all orgamzatlons
(Etzioni, 1964) o . :

. Admmntratnon assunies a - pOWer hlerarchy Wzthout a clear
_ordering of higher and lower in rank, in which the higher in rank
have more power than the lower ones and hence can control and
coordinate the latter’s activities, the basic principle of adminis-
tration u violated; the orgamzatxon ceases to be a coordinated
tool. Howcver. knowledge is largely an individual property; unlike
other organization means, it ‘cannot be: transferred . from- one
person’ to another by deeree.... It is this  highly individualized
pnncxple whnch is dmnetncally opposed to the very: essence of
. the; orgamzatlonal principle of control and  coordination by
superiors—i.c., the principle of administrative authonty In other
words, the ultxmate  justification fora profemonal act is that it is,
* to. the best of the professional’s knowledge; the right act.... Tke -
: ultlmate justlflcatlon of an administrative act, however, is that it -
is in line with the orgamzauon’s rulesand regulations, and that it -
"has been approved—dn'edtly or by unpllcatxon—by a supcnor rank

(pp-7677). >
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In practice, both formal and functional authority are present

in orgamzatlons as well as a-fundamental tension between them,

especially in organizations such .as J colleges and universities,
"hospitals, schools, and industrial research. laboratories where a
substantial number of professionals are employed - (Clear, 1969
Bates and White, 1961; and Kornhauser, 1962). .

In this respect, the institution is unable to control 1mportant v

aspects of professional or functional authority valued so highly by
some _of "its - most. prominent members. Rccogmtlon of expertise
and the prestige that goes with it, for example, is often conferred
on a faculty member by agencies cxtcmal to the institution. While
adminisirative or. formal authority assumes a power hierarchy, or
at least that rank -and capability are closely correlated, such
correlation is ‘often ‘not the case in-colleges and universities. Of
course there are hierarchical relationships in academic organi-
zations, but the dilemma between formial and functional authority
is particularly acute in colleges and universities (Anderson, 1963).

The university . . lf |t is to cxlst as an orgamzatlon, must enforce
organizational dnsclplme at the same time that it mult foster
independence or freedom for its most unportant group of organi- .
zational members (the faculty). This is a dilemma neither
confined to the university nor to contemporary times. It is one of
the great philosophical issues of hmory Yet it is' perhaps
nowhers more strikingly revealed than in umverslty govcmmcnt

(p. 16)

‘How, then are faculty held accountable for thcnr pcrform/
ancc? Usmg the term in its broadest scope—being answerable for
one’s conduct—McConnell (1969) has discussed four ways
individual’ faculty are held accountablc (1) he is accountable to
his own conscience and espccna]ly to his own standards of scholar-

ship and - intellectual - integrity; (2) he is’ accountable to his

scholarly peers—the quality of his scholarshxp and pcrformancc as

" a teacher will be judged by his peers and he will be held account-
~ "able for ‘these whcn promotxon, tcnure, ‘and salary decisions are
.. made; (3) he is. ‘accountable .in ‘a variety of ways to his students—

for the “quality  of ~his 'teaching, for permitting freedom  of

expression-and the nght ‘of dissent in- thc classroom, and for _the -~
confidcntlahty ‘of a student’s * beliefs and - oplmons, (Dhe is
. “accountable to his”institution’ ‘for the’ ways and procedures it
adopfs to administer the academic program for the discipline of |

other faculty members, and for mamtammg a productlvc cduca-
tlonal environment. o
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Using the d1stmctlon drawn" by Neff (1969) . between
acccmntablhty and responslblllty,_ accouintability: to one’s
conscience refers to the assumption of a voluntary obhgatlon or.
responslblllty, while accountability to scholarly peers, students,
and the institution are, or could be, matters of academic responsi-
bility. Individual faculty members can be held accountable for -
much of this.

Traditionally, the standards for assessing accountablllty and
the rights and responsibilities of faculty and students have been
rather informal. ‘Among- the traditional guidelines used are
(Camegle Commlsslon on ngher Educatlon June 1971) -

the largely unwntten but shared understandings among
faculty members and: admmntrators ‘about the nature of academic
life and desirable conduct wrthm it. These understandlngs have ~
mainly involved collegial ‘consensus about professlonal ethics and
full- tolerance toward the individual faculty member in his ‘own
teaching and research endeavors (p. 33).

| The mcreased frequency of dlssent ‘and - dlsruptlon on the

_campus have put.severe strain on such informal understandings.’

Faculty. are mcreasmgly divided among themselves as to the basic
elements of academic life (Lipset and Ladd, 1971). Pressure from
external agencies and the administration has led many institutions, *

_including the ‘Universities of: California_and Illinois, and the

Oregon -Board of Higher Education, to draft statements of rights
and responsibilities ‘as guidelines for the control of excesslvely

* deviant faculty and student behavior. =

of vzious . mechanlsms like - commlttees, senates, and
faculty unions through which faculty. participate in the decision-
making process. Myron Lieberman (1969) charges that faculty
senates and committees lack accountability—they . cannot be

' t/Soﬁ: attention is now being directed toward the account-
abilify

“ brought 'to account for the adv1ce they render..In the absence of
" codified gnevance procedures, an individual ;faculty member has

limited,  if any, opportumty to’ appeal an adverse fmdmg from.a

~ faculty’ personnel committee: The. proceedmgs and membershlp of
such committees are often confidential .and .the ‘individual is =
_'denied: the nght to confront the’ evidence, agamst ‘him. Similarly a
* faculty 'selection . committee ;{an nommate a presldent -dean, or

‘other 'administrator . with complete immunity. from-.having .to
answer for the: quallty of its' recommendation.. Liecberman (1969) -

: /refers to these practlces as mstltutlonahzed 1rrespons1brllty

A
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Some advocates of collective bargaining in higher education
argue that the process of negotiating a legally binding agreement. :
on wages and terms and conditions of employment will fesult in

| _ firmer liies of accountability (Sherman and Loeffler, 1971).

Codified grievance procedures will provrde an avenue of 1nd1v1dual

: appeal and a mechanism of external review over the decisions of
adniinistrators and faculty” commlttees -The appeal ‘procedure,
. because it may ultimately result in external review through fact
finding and binding arbitration, formahées standards - to which

administrators and faculty committees can be held accountable.

‘Presumably; these standards will decreasF the incidence ofarbi-
" trary administrative ‘and faculty behavior, lhck of fairness_in = °

handlmg _personnél cases, and assure due process and the pro-
tection of ‘basic freedoms. Both the mstltutlon and its officers can

be held accountable to the system of law on which the contract is
. based .(e.g., National Labor Relations Act, statc-enablmg leglsla-
~ tion, and other relevant legal precedents) :

““There are /two aspects, of accountability - in the preceding
developments. Codes of conduct and ethics attempt to specify the
limits of and thereby .control individual behavior. Faculty: organi-

zations, especnally those involved'in collective bargaining, seek to

ensure ‘that the institution is held accountable to external stan-
dards of due process and fair- play Essentially thése two develop-
ments are a long overdue recognition of some of the inadequacies
of systems of functlonal or professlonal authority. Some .of these
madequacws are - reflegted in -the lack of precnse goals and
ObJCCthCS in colleges and umversltles

Lack of Precase Goals ' .

Several observers have remarked about the diffuse functlons
and goals: of institutions. of hlgher educatlon (Bell 1971;,Trow,
1970; Corson, 1911) There is some semantlc confusion-about the
dlfference between “functions, purposes, goals, and .objectives.
‘Peterson (1970) refers to the functions of higher education as the
activities institutions -perform ‘that : are Telated ‘to other social
mstltutnons, such as socialization of the ypung and transmission of
a cultural heritage: Purposes’ refer to stated conceptlons of the
mission: of systems, groups; ‘or types of institutions: The purposes_
of publlc mstltutlons are often SpClelCd in a master plan. Goals’

e
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refer to the particular, possibly unique pattern of specified ends,

.outputs; and priorities of a single institution, Objectiyes ‘are the
ends. of various component units, programs, Or services. . )

It has been noted that' colleges and universities aré not-
completely free of externdl pressures’ in establishing their func-

_tions, purposes, goals, and .objectives. Detérmining - goals and
objéctives that are" consistent with functions- and purposes’ is,
however, one of the primary requisites for establishing internal’
accountability. = e . e,

" The literature ‘on behavioral accountability- is voluminous.
Many . proposals - are being advanced that would specify gqals and.
objgctiyes‘in_belfavioral terms and result in greater accountability.

. Conferences have been devoted to the topic and, the proceedings
published ,(gggucational Testing Service, March and June 1971).
Entire issues?or parts of leading educational journals have been

devoted to accountability: (Educational Technology, ‘January

. 1971; Phi Delta Kappa, December 1970; Junior College' Journal,

March 1971; Theofy Into Practice,’. October 1969) vdnd .an
annotatéd bibliography appears in the May ‘1971 issue of Audio-
vigual Instruction. While the vast majority. of these proposals -are:-
directed at public.schools, much of it is relevant to higher educa-

tion. The essential features of behavioral accountability can be
summarized from this and other literature on'the topic. o

Behavioral Accountability . :
; T S | . :
. If Leon Lessinger ‘is not'the father of behavioral account-,
" ability, he certainly is its midwife. His notion of :accountability has
been widely adopted by those writing on:the concept as it applies
to education. According to Lessinger (1971a): : o
. Accountability is .2 policy- declaration adopted by a legal body -
~ _ :.such as-a board of education or a state legislature «gequiring - -
“ regular outside reports of dollars spent to achieve results. The
concept rests on three fundamental bases: student accomplish- s
ment, independent 'réview of student .accomplisthment, and a=* -
public report, relating dollars spent to student accomplishment  ° , -
.- .In another reference he,defines the concept, in more specific
terms, stating that it means much more’ than simple “indices, such *
as number of dropouts or the results of reading tests (1971b). - '
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We must go far beyond such general outlines of general results
angd find out what specific factors produce specific educational
results. We must find what specific educational results can be
achieved with different groups of children for different amounts
of financial resources (p. 18). Co - o

Almost all proponents of behavioral accountability urge that

- the effectiveness of institutions be judged not by their outputs

alone but by their outputs relative to their inputs. What has a
student attained relative to his capability at thestarting point?
This view assumes that colleges ‘and universities are capable of.
having eonsiderable|cognitive and affective impact on those who
. pass through their doors. The assumption about affective impact -
has been seriously challenged by research on the topic (Feldman
and Newcomb, 1969). ' . S ‘
= The proponents of behavioral accountability also argue -that
institutions must. be efficient while they are having this impact.
Requirements of both' effectiveness and _efficiency result in a
plethora of techniques and approaches to achicving accountability.
“Browder (1971) cites 12 factors as critical to the process of
-rendering account in behavioral terms: - :

' Community involvement is necessary so that members
‘of concerned community. groups  are -involved in
appropriate phases of program activity. This will” facili-
tate program access to community resources, . under-
standing of the program’s wbjectives, procedures and
accomplishments, and ..the discharge of ' program
responsibilities to community support groups. o

9. Technical assistance is necessary for providing adequate
resources in program planning, implementation,. oper-
ation, and evaluation. To provide such technical assist-
ance the institution should draw upon. community,

business, labor, education, scientific, and governimental
agencies for “expertise and services necessary for
effective operations. ' L
3.” Needs assessments will identify the target group and
* situational factors' essential to planning a program of
. action. .l/ . . . 1

4. .The development of effective change strategies for
systematic change will need to be incorporated in the - -
strategy of program operation. ' .
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5.

10.

. 1L

12,

The management system approach - through such
mechanisms as program evaluation and review technique
(PERT), program planning and budgeting, and manage-
ment by objectives will need to be adapted to education
program management at all levels.

Performance objectives -must be spcciﬁcd in a compre--

hensive manner that indicates measures and means for
assessing the degree to which predetermined standards
have been met. In curriculum design and instruction this
usually takes the form of behavioral objectives (Mager,
1962; and Kapfer, 1971). :

Performance budgeting will allocate fiscal resources in

_accordance with program objectives rather than by

objects or functions to be supported. . v

Performance contracting will be ued in some cases. This .

takes the form of an arrangement for technical assist-

-ance from an agent.on a specified compensation sched-

ule linked to the accomplishment of performance
objectives. B '

The institution will have to determine the nature and
extent of staff development needed to implement the

.related activities.

Implementation ~ of accountability requires
comprehensive evaluation or systems of performance
control based on the eontinuous assessment of a pro-
gram’s operational and ‘management Pprocesses and
resultant products. : ’

Some measure of cost effectiveness is necessary to
analyze unit results obtained in relation to unit
resources consumed under alternative approaches.
Program auditing or ‘a performance control system will
provide external reviews through qualified outside
technical assistance designed to verify the’ results and
assess the appropriateness of program management and
operation.

These 12 clements comprise a total institutional approacti to
behavioral accountability. A program of behavioral accountability

will include many, if not all of these 12 factors in a systematic

attémpt to specify objectives in measurable terms, control educa-
tional outputs to coincide with these objectives, and provide
external program evaluation of the extent to which these objec-
tives were achieved. :

K
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The proponents of behavioral accountability aré not modest

in asserting a wide variety of benefits that will accrue if their
proposals are adopted. First; they claim that the successful imple-
mentation of accountability will shift the principal focus of an
institution from inputs to outputs, from teaching to learning.
Institutions will be held accountable for what students learn while
they are in residence rather than what they bring with them when
they enter or,what the faculty claims they are taught. This will
lead to a second benefit—reinforcement of the demand that every
student shall learn, as opposed to_a belief that some are incapable
- of learning. * : '

~ A third major effect of accountability will be the develop-
ment of better systems of instructional technology. Education will
"be less tied to the traditional "systems of ‘instruction because
technology will clearly indicate that some students learn certain
subjects better through less conventional instructional methods.
Students and teachers ‘will learn that technologies can help them
achieve the recognized goal of education—studei:t learning.

Fourth, accountability will result in development capital .

being set aside for investment by administrators in promising
activities suggested by teachers, students, and - others who can
. promise to produce results. This development capital will serve as
an incentive for innovative experimentation.

. Fifth, the definition of accountability requires some outside

review and will lead to a greater emphasis on the modes of proof

and methods of assessment. Accountability will insist upon tech-
niques and strategies that promote.objectivity, feedback knowl-
edge of results,'and permit outside replication of demonstrated
good practice. In short, the scientific method will be used in the
approach to educational innovation and curriculum. '

A sixth major effect of adopting behavioral accountability -

will be to enhance educational engineering. Educational engi-
neering is a rapidly emerging field designed to produce personnel

who are competent in the technologies necessary to implement |

accountability. These techniques include but are not limited to
system analysis, management by objectives, program planning and
/budgcting, and instructional planning through behavioral objec-

tives. A common example of education enginecring in public
schools is the performance contract. Under a performance con-
tract the local educational agency contracts with an outside enter-
prise to achieve specific goals within a specific period of time
(Forsberg, 1971). The terms and conditions of the contract are

!
\
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usually such that the contractor receives a predetermined compen-
sation if the students achicve a specified set of learning objectives.
If the students do not meet the specification, the contractor
receives less reimbursement and may even be penalized; if the
students exceed specifications, the contractor receives an addi-
- tional reimbursement. - oL , : :
, It is doubtful that all these benefits will accrue to higher
education even if behavioral accountability were adopted. Faculty
are unlikely to be satisfied with measures of institutional effective-
ness based solely on''student learning. In a time of increased
financial crisis, few institutions will have the risk capital needed to
experiment with and evaluate different educational approaches.
Many institutions are not large enough to achieve the economies
of scale necessary to use instructional technglogies.efficiently
* (Smith, 1971). L . '
It is not possible, however, in a dy such as this, to cover _
in detail each of the 12 elements of/behavioral accountab'%i:y or

whether it will result in the six jor benefits its proponents
claim. There are three major points\that should be made aboyt the
limitations of and resistance to behayioral a¢ccountability. The first
has to do with unmeasurable intangibles inhigher education and
the second is related to the applicatipn of many of the.techniques
of achieving behavioral accountabilit\\-The third point relates to a>
possible distinction between or at leash\a better understanding of
the interdependence of effectiveness and i .
The difficulties in measuring effectiv
colleges on ‘students are well Summarized Withey (1971),
Feldman and Newcomb (1969), McConnell (1971), and Hartnett
(1971). First, few.institutions have detérmined’ what their- goals
are and thérefore have few measurable criteria to judge effective-
ness. To achieve more precise statements of goals and objectives
will be a monumental undertaking. Second, it is fairly clear that
the personal characteristics of some studentf make them more
educable, ready or eager to learn, than othefs. [Third, given stu-, -
dcnts!of varying backgrounds, skills, interests, and ¢ducability, no
single measure of effectiveness is likely to be-adequate. Developing .
multiple criterion measures may .be possible over time but will
oerta?nly not be a simple task. Fourth, changes may occur in
students that are not attributable to the college experience. These
changes may be due to normal maturation, personal trauma, ort
social influences extemal to institutions of higher education.

o
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Given these difficulties in measuring effectiveness, can col- -
leges and universities still be more efficient in their operation? The -
answer appears to be a qualified yes (Severance, 1971).
' As a former official of the Rand Corporation and former
undersecretary of defense, President Charles Hitch of the Univer-
sity of California is eminently qualified to discuss .the application -
~ of one technique, systen'analysis, to the university {Wood, 1971).

. There are a lot of opportunities for the university to.use systerns
analysis. We do run quite a large number of activities that are

really business enterprises: our hospital operations for example;
~our dofmitory operations;" the large fleet of cars, which we
maintain and service; computer centers which are very large and
‘expensive operations. In all these areas, we have found such basic
business principles spplicable. But apart from these kinds of

enterprises, it is much more. difficult to applif systems analysis to

an educationa;_,cntctpm,;hgr_\__ius cither to a business enterprise
or the Department of Defense. There are just terribly important
intangibles you cannot measure (p. 54).

In practice these nonmeasurable “intangibles”. are one of the
. primary sources of resistance to greater usc of systems of behav-
ioral accountability (Spencer, 1971). Some cducators believe that
cducation ‘should not be. regarded as a commodity that one, by -
various means; purchases for his own benefit.

. - .
. Higher eAcation is not a commodity. The chief beneficiary of
higher education is not the person who gains its credits and
degrees. . . . The beneficiary is society itself (Benezet, 1971, p.
242). o _

Few .would argue, however, that these analysis techniques are
totally inapplicable to higher education. The argument tends to be
over the proper applications. Systems analysis, needs assessment,
and management information systems are not so advanced in their
technology that they ‘can be ‘transferred without modification to
higher education. In order to apply the techniques of systems
analysis, data of appropriate quality must be available. This ‘is

“often a time consuming and expensive effort, especially in colleges
and universities. Systems analysis is subject also to such biases as
asymmetry in sources of information, disproportionate attention
by.the analysts to preferred information sources and selectivity in
organizational recruitment.
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In discussing the relationship between program budgeters and
behavioral objectives in faculty instruction, Lindman (1971) says
that both have found it impossible to place dollar values upon the

" behavioral objectives formulated. “Moreover’ they were unable to
determine-the cost of achieving various bchazld*gtgl objectives be-
cause the cost depended upon the methods used and the ease with
which students learn (p. B-3).” There appear to be important
distinctions as well as interrelationships between a management
system designed to allocate resources and an instructional and
planning system designed to utilize educational resources most
effectiyely. Budget decisions are often geared to a fiscal period,
.whereas instructional planning and evaluation is a continuous

. effort. The budgetary process: is primarily concerned with deci-

“sions like class size and salaries—decisions that affect cost, whereas

instructional planning and evaluation is concerned primarily with

finding more effective teaching procedures that often }'qvc‘littlc or
no effect upon annual costs. For example, som community
colleges have adopted the behavioral objectives philosophy in their

instructional efforts, yet-it is doubtful whether this has 1'pcrcascd

their annual operating costs. It may require that more faculty time

be spent in redesigning course content. _

_ Anotheér major factor is-that basic decisions about budgeting
and 1instruction' are made by di nt agents, with the administra-
tion having effective control over the former and thg':. faculty
dominating the latter. This.is not to say that program budgeting
and behavioral objectives in instruction are togally independent

activities; however, there are limits on thc.intcra’cpcndcncc of the .

two. External agents and the administration may force the adop-
tion of program budgets, while it is difficult-to see them forcing
faculty to adopt behavioral objectives in instruction.

In Chapter 2 the distinction between evaluation and account-

ability was discussed where evaluation was primarily related to
effectiveness and accountability related to both effectiveness and
efficiency. The unanswered question is the proper balance be-
tween effectiveness and efficiency. Colleges and universities can
and should devote more attention to both, but the relationship
between the two will be determined by the value judgments of
those in positions of decisionmaking responsibility. It may be
more efficient but less effective to operate large lecture sections in
English and the social sciences than in physics or the creative arts,
or in undergraduate than in graduate studies.’In cases similar to

those cited by Hitch it may be possible to be more efficient

— e
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without sacrificing. effectiveness; in other cases, efficiency may

have to be sacrificed to effectiveness. ;
"Colleges and "universities need to have a much fuller under-

- standing of the success and limitation of behavioral accountability -
than now exists. Even in’the public schools, where several gxperi-
riiental approaches are being. tried, the evidence is- hot yet defini-
tive (Estes and Waldrip, 1971; Locke, 1971). . i :

Organizational Cqm'ple’l“.t){ .

/ : : The organizational complexity of colleges and " universities
" o S m control of the enterprise hazarlous. There are two comple-
" mentary aspects to this complexity: the multiplicity of struc-
> tures and the demands of various internal constituencies for apart”...

in the decisionmaking precess. = : ]

. Increased enroliments together with specialization of knowl-
‘edge has resulted in a proliferation ' of academic deparfmcnts in
higher education. Many. universities now have 80 or more aca-,
demic departments organized into 10 to 20 colleges and profes;
sional schools. Some community colleges, in an attempt to fill

rem?

community needs in vocational-technical areas, have addt::d depart--
:  ments of plumbing, welding, auto mechanics, electronics; drafting,
and printing. Few institutions have been able to resist this pressure
" to expand the scope of their offerings. The effect of these develop-
. ~ ments has been to increase the sheer variety of “‘experts” on the
c . campus and support the tendency for authorig§ to diffuse toward

L ’ quasi-autonomous clusters (Clark, 1963). —
Yy S Partly as a response to the organizational inadequacies of
: . . academic departments and partly as a response ‘to demands for
¢, : more certain accountability ‘in spending external funds, major’
' : . universitics have created a substantial number of research insti-
G tutés and cchters. Ikenberry’s (19705. survey of 51 land-grant’
, universities revealed 907.such institutes and centers. He noted that
v Cr ' -80 percent of these institutions had from six to 30 organized
' -research units, with one institution reporting 86 organized units.
Of the 857 units for which'a founding date was available, 505 (60 -

percent) came into existence after 1955.

Accompanying this growth in research and instructional units
is the growth of other decisionmaking .bodies such as faculty
- committees, senates, councils, student governments at both\thc
' undergraduate and graduate levels, administrative committees and
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committees to cocrdinate the activities of the above at all levels.
. In a multicampus institution there are likely to be faculty commit-
' tees at each of the following levels: departmental, college or
school, campus, and institutional. The Berkeley campus of the
University of California had over 100 administrative committees in
1968..Hobbs and Anderson (1969) found-326 committces above
the departmental level at SUNY at Buffalo. Even in a small,
singlé-campus institution there are committees at both the depart-
mental and college level with the possibility of some at an inter-
vening divisional level. . ' : :

~ The organizational complexity of colleges and universities is
further compounded by the apparent need to provide access to
decisionmaking groups by students, faculty, administrators, pro-
fessional nonacademic-staff, and others who desire a voice for
their concerns. The question of who should be the decisioninakers

_ must be viewed from the perspective of what level is most appro--

priate to the decision to be made. Keeton lists four questions that
can be uséd to,accommodate a variety of constituents (1971):
1. On what matters does each constituency want a voice
~ and what voice does it want on each matter? °
2. On what matters do others of the campus community
~ urge involvement and in what form? '
3.  What ‘expectations and perceptions do campus groups

have as to how they will function in their.decision- -

making roles? . -
" 4. What time and resources will the individuals and the
. institution put into preparation for, and exercise of, the
¢ .responsibilities? :
An answer to the question of who is accountable to whom

for what becomes tied to the proper duties and responsibilities of

each internal component at each decisionmaking level of the
* institution. There is ample liferature about the duties and respon-
sibilities -of boards of trustees, administrators, faculty, and stu-
dents but in practice these activities will vary over time and from
place to place. A few examples will illustrate this point. Those
intereftéd in more details should refer to McGrath (1970),
McConnell and Mortimer (1971), , Baldridge (1971), and
Hodgkinson and Meeth (1971).
©" According to Rauh (1969), boards of trustees have six
basic responsibilities: (1) they hold th¥Rasic legal document or
charter of origin and therefore bear primary responsibility for
holding and executing the authority conferred by the charter;
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(2) trustees are responsible for evolving the purposes and goals of
the institution and assuring that these aie consonant with the
charter and other legal constraints; (3) the trustees are responsible
for planning the present and future development of the institu.
tion; (4) they select and determine the tenure of ‘the chief execu-
tive; (5) they hold the institution’s "assets in trust; (6) boards of.
trustees act- as’a court of last resort when otheér irfternal com-
ponents.are unable to resolve problems. .

The rhajor issue:relevant to the board’s performance of these
duties is the balance between setting broad policies and actually
managing' the institution’s affairs. In order to implément the

olicy of a decentralized multicampus institution, the University
of California Board of Regents in 1966-67 delegated final decision-
making authority over certain kinds of personnel decisions to the
Chancellors of the nine campuses. Two controversial cases, that of’
Herbert Marcuse at San Diego and Angela Davis at Los Angeles,
led to the Regents asserting that authority to the dismay of many
administrators and - most faculty within the University system.
Although many governing boards maintain a review of personnel
decisions, there is great consternation when they seek to deny
profmotiof, appointment, or tenure. The basic problem illustrated
in this and other incidents like it is how trustees can be familiar
enough with details of a complex organization to execute Rauh’s
six basic responsibilities without intruding upon the functions of
management. . _ .

There have been proposals for the trustees to take back from
the faculty its authority over the design and administration of_the
curriculum because the board has the final authority and account-
ability (Ruml and Morrison, quoted in Corson, 1960, p. 45). John
Searle (quoted in Scully, 1971) proposes the abolition of trustees
because, “in_general, they are incompetent to perform the tasks of
educational governance; they are subject to considerations of 4
political or at any rate nonacademic kind, and often they either
don’t share or even understand the objectives of the institution
(p. 9).” )

Others commentators propose the recorhposition of boards
of trustees to create_a more cquitable representation from con-
stituencies within "the institution, namely facu'ty and students
(McConnell, 1971). Proposals for recomposition usually cite data
that boards of trustees dominated by lay members represent only
'the wealthy, white, Anglo-Saxon holders of economic and political
power (Hartnett, 1970). ’
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There is general agreeme‘ntjhat the president serves a dual

function: he is the chief recipient of authority delegated by the

board and he acts as primus inter pares of the falulty, and as such
is the point of-contact between the board and the faculty. As chief
executive officer he is accountable to the board and external
interests for the effective and efficient utilization of the institu-

tion’s resources. As chief academic: officer he is accountable-for -

the quality of academic life and for the protection of individual
and institutional freedom in the search for-truth and the dissemi-
nation of knowledge. In practice, the president, either in consort
with or in opposition to the board, must interpret what are legiti-
mate pressures.for accountability and what constitutes invasions of
basic freedoms. IR . L :

The president’s administrative functions are similar to those

- I

of any chief executive of a complex organization: 'planning, .
organizing, staffing, directing, coordinating, and controlling. Many

of these functidns are, of course, delegated to vice presidents,
deans, division.directors and department chairmen. Supposedly, a
dean stands as a man-in-the-middle between the faculty of .his
college and’ the central administration. He is accountable for- his
performance to both parties and loses some of his effectiveness if

he becomes too closely identified with either. There is some de- '

bate whether a department, chairman is clearly a representative of

~ the dean or his department (Petcrson, December 1970).

Studies show there are no less than 10 and as many as 46 areas in’
which faculty .and .administrators expect him to play some
role. . .. Despite the extensive expectations, he often carries a
substantial teaching load, is givzt: no extra pay, and is not.
permanent. Furthermore, high l¢vel administrators differ from' \
faculty in the role they expect from chairmen, thus creating a
classic “‘man-in-the-middle” “conflict. .. . The chairman is ex-
ted to-be ‘omniscient, omnicompetent, omnipresent and
humble (pp. 2-8)., C L -

There is limited consensus about ‘whether the board, presi-
dent, dean and department chairman, or which levels of decision
making, system, campus, college or school, and department should
make what decision. As Hodgkinson (1971) states, it is just as
important to decide who is to answer the question who decides;
i.c., who should make the decision about the duties and responsi-
bilities of the various levels, campus, college or school and depart-
ment, and constituents, administrators, faculty, students and
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_'nonacademic staff. This dilemma is well ilustrated in'ri;hc growing

debate about decentralization. VR

-

* Decentralization: Accountability and Autonomy.

Higher education is being flooded with proposals for decen-

tralization. Its proponents regard'it as a step tovsard dealing with
problems of size, lack of faculty and student involvement in

. governance, and increased individual freedom (Foote, Mayer and
Associates, 1968).

Decentralization recommends itself because it represents an
attack on size and scale. Decentralization offers a method for
transforming the structure of the university from an obstacle to a
positive instrument for the realization of. he values and commit-
ments of its members. . .- e - )

Just as there is an urgent need for a renewal of efforts to
sccure genuine campus autonomy, there is an equally pressing

\ need for a thorough consideration of the centralized educatigpal

) structure at the campus level (pp. 57-58).

Jerry Gaff (1970) and his colleagues provide a look at the
‘cluster college concept as one answer to decreasing the size and
scale of instructional units. Burton R. Clark (1968) argues that
greater involvement in governance is possible only if governance is

brought down to-where ‘the faculty and students are, i.e., if it is-

decentralized to small units of the campus. If the subunits;of an
institution have some autonomy and are free to develop ¢ertain
features of their character, then the involvement of the gverage
faculty member and -student is likely to be much higher. If such
units are to be genuine ‘“‘consent’ units, then Trow (October

*1970) argués they ought to have control over who is to be ad-

mitted similar to the control over admissions that graduate depart-
ments in major universitics now have. :

An attempt to be more precise about what is actually -in-
volved in decentralization reveals three factors of importance: (1)
the proper locus of control, (2) who should be involved in deci-
sions, and (3) what means of control are appropriate.

The proper locus of control for a given st of decisions is one
of the elements of decentralization in-all organizations, including
colleges and universities. /According to Etzioni (1964), ‘‘Whenever
there are two or more organizational units, with, one [or. more] of
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them superior to the others in decision making authority, which
decisions should be left to tie lower one[s] and which should be

made by the higher unit[s] (p. 28)?" Many of the propesals that

urge a more specific desighation of lines of authority and responsi-

* bility "in collegés and universities are .directed. towards vertical

decentralization or the proper locus of control (Peterson, 1971).

The question of what decisionmaking authority, a department, a

college, or campus shonld have’ varies both within ‘and between

institutions (Dressel, Johnson and Marcus, 1970). :

Autonomy of a department and the authority of its chairman are
inadequately spelled, oyt i many institutions. Both vary frum
one college to another, and, in some cases, they vary markedly
from one department ta another under the same dean (p. 220).

Many colleges and univeTsities apparently - prefer that ques-
tions of departmental authority and autonomy be decided by the
informal relations between department chaifmen and other admin- '
istrators. ‘The “proper” *locus of control will vary depending on
these and other factors.. ! I

A second major element of decentralization is -decision-
making; i.c., what matters within the jurisdiction of administra-.
tors, faculty, students, proféssional nonfaculty staff, or clerical
staff and what consultation is necessary on matters where more
than one of these groups needs to be involved? There are few
issues remaining which are solely nder the jurisdiction of one
of these groups. Keeton (1971) belicves there are four basic claims

- for involvement that must be heeded: (1) those whose special
interests and lives are most affected by campus-activities.should
haveé a voice in théir control; (2) those who are most competent to.
do the work should have a voice that ensures the effective use of
that competence; (8) those whose cooperation is essential to
campus effectiveness should have a voice to facilitate their con-
tinuing cdoperation; (4) those whose sponsorship "and resources
aeated and sustain the institution are entitled to protect and
further their purposes'and interests. o

He goes on to list six problems in sharing authority (pp..
118117): (1) there appears to be an unwillingness of those in
power to share_authority; (2) is the unwillingness of the various
constituents to trust their peers to represent them adequitely; (3)
shared authority is often granted to avoid violence rather than to
achieve incredsed involvement; (4) the scarcity ,of time and re-

. sources for senates, committees, and councils to perform their

T
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work; (5) how to persuade and elect those best qualified to serve;
(6) rapid turnover and resulting lack of continuity of the members
of the various committees created to share authority.

The third element of decentralization is the proper means of
control. Earlier on, two views of managerial accountability were
discussed; legal and constitutional. The legal view argues for-a
formalization of control mechanisms through a rule of law and
specified procedures; the constitutional view is that administrators
should have discretion to interpret policies within the broadest
possible guidelines and be held accountable only in general terms
and over time. '

These, however, are only an aspect of the means of control.
Of equal importance are the proper techniques of control; i.e., pro-
gram planning and budgeting, formulas,to determine the allocation
of funds, criteria specifying.faculty productivity and workloads,
management information systems, and systems analysis. Many fear
the centralization of knowledge required to implement such tech-
niques and believe it will result in increasingly centralized decision-
making. Presumably, such increased centralization would allow
stricter assessment of accountability and would defeat the ends of
decentralization. Centralized control over line item budgets, ex-
cessive codification of operating rules and procedures, and detailed
pre-auditing of minute decisions could defeat the autonomy and
frecdom that are supposed to result from decentralization.

Decentralization of higher education is rapidly assuming the
status of unassailable virtue because it is often equated with the
generally desirable ends of smaller size, increased participatory
decisionmaking and greater individual freedom. The criticisms
Fesler (1965) directs at the concept of decentralization in public
administration also are relevant to higher education. First, in the
tinds of many, decentralization has become an end in itself rather
than 2 means to achieve an end; e.g., if centralization is bad,
decentralization must be good. He argues that one should view
governance systems as being on a continuum between centraliza-
tion and decentralization and that most will be in a dynamic
rather than static condition. Some decisions and activities will be

centralized and others will be decentralized.

Second, decentralization is not so absolute or good that one’s
responsibility. can be discharged by operating from the premise
that the more decentralization the better. Centralized control of
costly services and equipment, e.g., educational technologies and
data.processing-equipment, may result in their more effective and

-
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efficient use while having minimal effect on individual or de-
partmental autonomy.

A third point of criticism is the belief that the values of
dcmocracy and freedom are closely linked with decentralization.
It should be clear from precsding discussion that decentralization
of locus of control and increased involvement in decisionmaking at
lower levels will be frustrated if the means of cuntrol are relatively
centralized.

A fourth, and related point is that a central authority often
has to assume much of the responsibility for assuring the realiza-
tion of the ends that decentralization is supposed to serve. For
example, it is quite clear that some sections of the country would
choose not to integrate. black with white children if this decision
were theirs to make. Within a college or university, many depart-
ments choose not to involve junior faculty and students in depart-
mental decisionmaking. In the absence of central review, a de-
partment may choose to exclud ain viewpoints from its
course offerings and its faculty, thereby limiting the intellectual

" freedom of students. Decentralized faculty personnel practices

may violate basic constitutional freedoms, such as the right of due

process and free speech.
In short, the discussion on decentralization tends to be un-

" aware of the essential and proper checks and balances between the

institution’s legitimate concern with control and accountability on
the .one hand and individual, college or school, and departmental
autonomy on the other. This is not entirely the case. Some propo-
nents of decentralization advocate it on a selective basis (Hodgkin-

~son, 1971).

Decentralization of everything is certainly no solution to the
problems of governance. Selective decentralization might be at
least a step in the right direction. For example, many campuses
now practice what could be called “general education by the
registrar’s office,” in which the curriculum of most students is
determined to a large degree by certain requirements in general
education. This area should be decentralized immediately to the
level of the individual student and his advisor (p. 7).

Presumably a policy of selective decentralization would allow
for central control over such costly support services.as computer
centers, educational media, and recordkeeping and still provde for
sufficient autonomy at lower levels.

17"
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To summarize this section on internal accountability, the
conflict between formal and functional authority is particularly
acute in colleges and universitics. Pressures to formalize codes of
cthics and/or codes rights and responsibilities and faculty-
administrative relations appcar to be on the rise. These develop-
ments represent, at least partially, attempts to hold internal con-
stituents more accountable for both their individual behavior and
for their behavior when they act as agents of the institution. The
standards used to judge these actions are often similar to those
used by the courts and other external agencics.

The proponents of behavioral accountability are urging col-
leges and universities to adopt student leaming as their primary
goal, to specify leamning objectives in measurable terms, and to
relate them to some measure of resources.

Finally, the paper states that the debate over the degree of
centralization or decentralization should take into consideration
three major factors; the proper locus of control, the various con-
stituents who ought to have a voice in decisions, and the means
used to achieve decentralization. The fundamental problem is how
to achieve-an acceptable balance between demands for account-
ability on the one hand and individua! and subunit autonomy on
the other. .
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5 Accountability in the Next Decade

e 84888 QT A AQANESECEsasdqadsssacaEqaacasassasassscsacasaaas

The term accountability does not appear in the Education
Index until June 1970, so predictions about future trends are
hazardous (Morris, 1971). This concluding section makes seven
predictions about the impact of pressures for accountability. While
the impact of one governmental agency or management technique
may not persist over time, the combined effects of the many
factors cited in this paper secem to indicate some definite
directions.

1. Rising societal and legislative expectatxon: and the
rulings of the courts will be key factors in holding institutions
accountable for providing equal access to women and mmonty

groups. Equal access may not require open admissions but it
probably will require the removal of any admissions quota or
other standard that- -may result in de jure or de facto discrimina-
tion against women or minorities.

Antidiscrimination regulatlons and policies will permeate all
aspects of college and university operation. ‘Hiring pohc:cs and
practices will be cdosely scrutinized by external ageéncies, as will
-residence hall policies, financial aid to studcnts, and faculty salary
levels.

2. The combined impact of external pressures.to be more
accountable will push higher education closer to the status of a

quasi-public utility (Kerr, 1971). Executive agcncu:s of govern-

ment, the legislatures, and the courts will interject their concep-
tion of the public ' interest - mto decisions governing higher
education.

The public utility conocpt rests on two basic assumptions
that appear to be on the rise among executive and legislative

47
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agencies. First, institutiops of higher education tend to protect
their own vested interests to the detriment of the broader public
interest. There is, therefore, a basic conflict of interest between the
public and individual institutions. Second, higher education is a
commodity or service, similar to electricity and telephones, to be
provided to the public at a regulated cost. Whatever one’s views on
the validity of these two assumptions, it does appear that the
regulation of higher education by external forces will progeed
apace. .
3. There will be more concemn about the management of
higher education and attempts to relate managerial efficiency to
educational effectiveness. The emphasis on more efficient manage-
ment is related to the declining financial health of higher educa-
tion. Such management techniques -as program planning and bud-
geting, management infornation systems, systems analysis, and
cost-benefit analysis will increase in importance. The expertise and
control of information that these techniques require are likely to
result in more centralization of the management functions of
colleges and universities. The assumption that this will result in
greater efficiency and more certain accountability may lead to
consolidation of certain state systems, such as recently occurred in
Wisconsin and North Carolina.

There will be. great pressure to relate efficiency to educa-
tional effectiveness. Administrators and faculty will be pressed to
demonstrate, in measurable terms, that occasional inefficient use

of resources leads to greater educational effectiveness, e.g., that

smaller classes result in greater student learning or satisfaction. In
the absence of such justification the pressure to be efficient will
take precedence over educational effectiveness.

4. There is likely to be further codification of internal
decisionmaking processes. If the courts continue to expand their
review of academic cases, their rulings will become standards for

internal procedures and policies. Student disciplinary procedures.

already have begun to incorporate standards of due process and
essential fairness, but there will be more emphasis on cedifying
faculty rights and responsibilities through formal codes of ethi.s
and similar devices. Some legislatures will require such codes,
while in other cases institutions will find it useful to develop their
own. Formal standards of faculty productivity or workloads will
become more common. Legislatures may increase their activity in
this area, unless checked by the courts, and many institutions will

seck to anticipate their legislatures. Private higher education will’

not be immune to any of these developments.
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Collective bargaining will become more widespread in the
1970s and will further codify faculty-administrative relations.
Grievance procedures, salaries, promotions, raises, and other terms
of employment will become part of a legally negotiated contract.
Some observers believe that the scope of contracts will expand
significantly beyond terms and conditions of employment to in-
dude such items as class size, faculty involvement in decision-
making, and the selection and review of administrators.

Even in the absence of collective negotiations, institutions -
will find it necessary to codify their internal procedures and
policies to conform with the rulings of administrative and legisla-
tive agencies and the courts. Presumably this codification will
specify behavior for which administrators, students, and .faculty
can be held legally accountable.

5. Behavioral accountability will achieve greater impor-
tance in the 70s. Although elementary and secondary schools cur-
rently arc bearing most of the pressure for behavioral account-
ability, colleges and universities are not far behind. Federal and
state guidelines for the allocation of funds will continue to stress
performance objectives stated in measurable terms and related to
h cxpenditures. This emphasis on student learning and other output

measures will increase. Colleges and universities will experiment
more widely with techniques to evaluate student learning, such as
credit by examination and credit for experience gained in fon-
academic pursuits. They will develop degree programs less tied to
traditional residence requirements in an effort to award degrees
that reflect what a student knows rather than how much time he
has spent going to classes.

6. The importance of management and educational tech-
nologies will be enhanced by the emphasis on more efficient
management and behavioral accountability. In the management
functions of colleges and universities the importance of middle
management personnel will increase as it is recognized that they
will develop the techniques and generate the information nec-
essary to.be more efficient. Media specialists and other support
staff will be necessary to develop the technologies to be used in

. nontraditional study and off-campus learning faculties.

7. The management functions of colleges and universities .
unll be more centralized and the academic functions more decen-
tralized. Managerial accountability will require centralized control
of information and of the support. services necessary to operate
efficiently. Demands for decreased size and scale, for increased

5&
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professional and individual autonomy, and for involvement in
academic decisionmaking will rise and result in selective
decentralization of some academic matters, such as student
advising, independent study, and the specific requirements ‘nec-
essary to camn degrees. Such decentralization is more likely to
occur when it can be demonstrated that efficiency will not suffer
substantially.

In summary, the directions that pressures for accountability
will take will be multiple and sometimes conflicting. There appear
to be some inevitable tensions between legitimate demands for
accountability on the one hand and desires for institutional and
’ individual autonomy on the other. The challenge of the next
decade is to find a balance which assures both the protection of
the public interest and of the educational environment so critical
to effective scholarship, teaching, and service.
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